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THE PARABLES IM HATTHBW.

Th® wording of our title ought not to he lightly 
J

passed orer. The phra®B"Uatthew^s Fars^les" would have had 

a different meaningi It would have confined our attention 

to those parables peculiarly Uatthew’s and would have made 

our inquiry an Inquiry chiefly into the evangelist’s mind. 

The title chosen ia broader th^ the one suggested. It

takes in all the parables in the Elret Gospel and everything 
I

connected with thess; The meaning of our title might he*
elaborated thus:* The prlMxy purpose of this pap@x* Is to

get at that portion of the teaching of Jesus in the f^a^bles 

recorded by Matthew. The secondary purpose Is to learn

what are the peculiarities of fit Which show themselves in
f

the parables, This secondary purpose is incidental to our 
I

first purpose; It really gives us the method to be used,

namely that of coinparison. tony works devoted to the 
J

present subject havs pot pursued this method/ fiut in schol­

arly circles today the approved method is not to lump the 

four gospels together and treat them indiscriminately but 

to have regard to the individuality of each account and
/ 

thereby arrive at a more correct view of the truth presented.

We want to get at Jesus, particularly at the parabolic
J

teaching of Jesus; In order to do that we must study the 
I

reporters of Jesus comparatively/ In this case we are con-



corned with one of them, Mt; with th© help of the other 

reporters we desire to got a correct estimate of him, so that 

we may have a more exact understanding of our Lord.

An exact definition of a parahlo is not necessary to our 
‘ -t

study. It would indeed he convenient were we ahle to say cxac^ 
J

what sayings are to he regarded as parahles and what not;’ Bat 

this can hardly he done. At least not all scholars would agree 

in every instance. Many sayings hare a par&hollc character, 

^t opinion would differ as to th© propriety of calling them
/ I

parables. Suffice it. to say that parables are those sayings 

which are cpiite generally conceded to he properly so called. 

Practically it makes no dlfferenc® that many short sayings ar© 

at one time called parables and at another time proverbs or 

merely logla; Our study can go forward independently of exact 

definitions and statistics.

Looking at the paridjolic teaching in a general way w© can 

notice several differences between Mt and his fellow re­

porters, Mk and L&# Roughly speaking our Lord has left us from

30 to 35 parables/ Twowthirds of these ar© preserved for us by 
i i

Lk. Mt has only one-half of them; In this respect of quantity

little attention need he paid to Mk, since he does not aim to
I

glve’much'bf Je^s te^hlhg.' Perhaps the reason why Lk/surpass< B

ijB^he word paral)l©t«'-(^<-^oXn' ) does not occur in ^En, neitEer 
'can any parables in the strict and narrow sense of the word he 
'said to occur in the Pourth Evangelist.'



Ut In the richness of the paraholic znaterial is that he aimed 

at completeness; yet we cannot he sure that Kt did not have tl 

sane aim hut with less extensive resources • Another general 

difference to he noted .concerns Jesus* purpose in the use of

parables/ Following is Jesus* explicit statement according

to Kt with the variant accounts:*

Kt

(page 66 in Huck)

Therefore I speak unto 
them in parahles; 
cause seeing they see' 
not, and hearing they 
hear not, neither do 
they underetand,'teid 
uhto them is fulfilled 
the prophecy of Isaiah 
which salth,By hearing 
ye shall hear etc;'

Unto you is given 
Ithe mystery of the 
Ikihgdom of God: hut 
unto them that are 
without,all things 
are done in parables 
that seeing they may 
sefe and not perceive; 
and hearing .they may 
hear and not under­
stand; lest haply 
they should turn - 
again, and it should 
be forgiven theft/

Unto you it -is 
1 given to know the 
I mysteries of the 

kingdom of God: 
A hut to the rest 

in parahles; that 
Seeing they ftay 
not see, and hear 
ing they ziw ixot 
understand.'^

Kk and gives us a little trouble here which St does not.

According to them Jesus spoke in parables in order to produce 
i

spiritual blindness. However the'disciples understood this.

we must take it as^'sad irony**. Ve cannot suppose that our Lo d
t

intended to blind people.' He must have been stating in strong 

terms the result and not the purpose of his par^ollc teaching!^
Kt on the other hand does not necessitate any such expianotiop 

I
as this. According to him Jesus says that he uses paraibles

«
becfflise of the condition of his hearers.* The meaning seems to

be that plain literal speech would be xoisunderstood as well



in some cases not understood.' But It must not be supposed th«k

clearness belonging to Kk and Lk/ PeMiaps the oahons of

criticism vould compel of IQc and LkUS to take the report

as correct and Mt’s as difficult of

versions is likelytwo But however ths«

ofmay as a purpose

the

conclusion of the question of purpose as does a study of the

parables

meaning clear and to adapt his truth to the under­make his

and general mental life of .his hearers^ to win standing

a hearing for a sometimes unpalatable truth or an other*

his txnzth in the minds of menwise unheeded truth, to lodge

to convey truth to willing hear-and perhaps in some instances

a hostileers in the midst of

general obsei^atlon

casualthe grouping of the

thoughreader notices that

7 parabl B >

environment Still another

edited, since the more
{

to be the correct one.

from the data presented to us by the Sva ng® 11 st as well as 

he can;^ A study of the parables in Mt leads us to the sme 

be, the passage gives us mdiat Mt regarded

parables;- Maybe he would have us understand that it was

Mt’s version is entirely without difficulty. Xt lacks the

in the other two gospels, ^esus used parables to 

the purpose of the use of paretbles.. But nothing prevents us 
I

judging from the parables themselves. We are at liberty to 
I

to make us of all available evidence;^ We can draw inferences 

Mt places the parables in groups, 

of course some are isolated. In chapter 13 there are

concerns the dlstributlon,or bette^ 

parables in the gospel. Even the



In chapters 20,41 there are 4;,' In chapters 24 and25/j

there are 5? But perhaps we ought not to charge all this 
/

grouping to Ht Jesus may have uttered several parables on 
I

one occasion;' Public speakers not always content them-
I

selves with just-one illustration;* Horeover Whenever the 
word7?Y’‘y^®^f^ <8 Meyer points out, is used technically It 

is almost invariably used in the plurail.** Here it is well to 

obsex^ve that the classification of the parables upon which

much attention has been bestowed is not a matter of the 
/

highest importance. Bvldently the early Christians apprec­

iated the parables without any such classifications as those 
11

of modern times, Classifications are as a rule merely

conveniences for the sake of treatment and may minister more
Xo

to the sense of symetry than aught else/ It seems best to
A

study the parables about as they are given us by the evangel­

ists.

Leaving these general matters of quantity, purpose and 

arrangement, look at those parables which Mt has in common 

with Lk but not with Mk, There are 8 of these:-

Page in Huck 47 Two 7oundatlonw3lt 7:24*27 Iik 6:47-49;'

51 The Children in the Market Place;'
Mt 11:16-19. ia:7:^I-,35. •

59 The Leaven Mt Ij^: ^3 . Lk 13:20-21?

97 TH'e Lokt Sheep Mt 18:10-14? Lk 15:1-10?

Z24

I4I
I ■'
142

The

The

The

Marriage 7east 
Mt 

Good Man and tiiib Thief. Mt 24:42-44
■ 1 ' •- -v j'tLk I2:4i0tB^
UnTaiithful Upper Servant "

> and'The Slighted Invltatial 
. 22:1-14 Lk l4:lX-24?



145 Ths Talents Ht 25:14'31 Ik 19: 11-27?

It Is the mile rather than the exception that St has 

a different setting for alisost every one of these than has Ul 
The exceptions ar© the first turo parahlen^' The’Two PoundatlJ 

and "The Children Playing In the Market Plaoe’lni'hoth gospel: 

are placed respeotively at the close of the Semon on the 

Mount and In Jesus*estimate of John the B^tlst,

As to ve/bal differences the folloving zaay he said:- 

In the "Two foundations" there Is very little similarity of
i

Th©"Children In The Market Place" In Mt follows 

much the same order of words as in Lk, hut there Is a an 

interchange of synonyms and tmeg. for instance

TiJ m f r a. 0 -r»i .
» > o
e

Practically no verhal differences are to noted In the 

"Leaven® I In the pairahlo of the "Lost Sheep" a very striking 

difference occurs. * According to Lk the i^eep Is lost
i 

(iCrrflXwXifi), While In Ht the sheep has *v^frro y

Hardly less significant is the difference in the expression 

of time in the parable of th© "goodman and The Thief"? Ht 

irtiile Lk seysTToi.^ ? (

The "Unfaithful Upper Servant " in Lk contains two verses not 

found in Mt* account? Lk animadverts on the relation of 

Kt
Tn yo-Kfr**' Tojy’r'ny

r4 X

knowledge and ignorance of duty in relation to pueHshment.

There Is no excuse for ignorance hut ignorance of duty



7

!

Justifies a mitigation of punishment. "And that servant who 
1

knew his lord's will and made not ready^ nor did accordl ng 

to his will,shall he beaten with many stripes; hut he that 

knew not and did things worthy of stripes, shall he beaten 

with few stripes® A thought about responsibility varying wl 

opportunity Is added doubtless as another form of the
t 

thought Just given, though it does not exactly correspond,’

The verbal differences in the parable of®Th0 Marriage ffeaist 

and The Slighted Invitation as given repectively by Mt and I 

are so marked as to suggest to many that we have here two
i

distinct parables? I do not take up the question hut simply 

accept the Judgment of Hack’s Synopse which places the two 

accounts side by side under the title®The Messianic Feast". 

The following differences should he noted:-

St j Lk.
A certain king who made a ) A certain man made a great sup 
marriage feast for his son,' )

The invited guests not only i The guests merely make ridicu- 
sllght and ridicule hut also! lous excuses.
maltreat and kill the serx I
vants sent to summon than? 1

»
The episode of the man o > Mb'-suggest ion of this episode?
wltfikout the wedding 
garment Is related.

The episode seems to contain The parable has hut the one po 
the additional lesson that r. ,■ of the indifference of the prl 
some of those who attend the lleged and the appreciation of 
feOst will he ejected; \ needy?
that Is some who accept the V
invitation will ho'found A
unfit or not rea^.'^ \

;h

c

T

nt

tha



As great differences meet us when we com© to deal with the 
J

parole of the Talents,”^ hero e^aln some maintain that we 

hare two distinct parables, hut her© again we defer to the 

judgment represented in Huolc’s Synopso and regard them as
i !

two versions of the sane paTahle.' Let us notice th© follow;

ing differences:-

Kt ti
Por it is as when a man n 
going into another country cd 
called his own servants ( 
delivered unto them his goods 
And unto one he gave five 
talents, to another two, to 
another one 
each according to his several 
ahllltyf and he went on his ' 
journey."'

The servants trad© with vatry- 
ing success;’

The verbal differences in the

Lk

A certain nohleman went into a 
far. country to raceiv® for him? 
self a kingdom and to return, 
,snd he called ten sez^vants and 
®sve them ten pounds, and said 
unto them,Trffldo ye herewith 
till Z come.'

The seiTvants trade with the s 
ame puccess::^ each doubles 
his endowment/

narrative of the slothful
servant do not change th© moral lesson that indolence is 
inexcusable;'

"Equal dlligenc'e in the use "Unequal diligence in the use 
of unequal endowments equally of equal endowments unequally 
rewarded in the divine rewarded"/
kingdom"

Vhat is the slgnlficaxe of all. thdSd'‘differences in

th© two accounts dealing with the material^ Vhat 

inferences may we draw from them regarding the parables in 

Kt? Eour inferences be dx7Ewn:<

I /neither Kt nor his fpllow evangelist was a sticM-er for ver 
‘ J

al exactness^ The many minor differences in Vocabulary etc/ 

are proof of this. The gospel writers did not claim or care



---- ------------------------------------ J------------------------------------------------------------------- 
to 'be verTaatim reporters. Sow freedom seems to have "been 

/
used vlth the language.' Hence ve must not insist that in

I
case we have the ipslssima verha.'' I

23ct’8 parables are adapted to Jewish readers .This is apparent 

enough from the phraseologyis a Jewish division 

of time whereas (Me) is Roman. But th® Jewish stand* 

point comes out In many details;- The parable of the

” Slighted Invitation ” speaks of a certain king making a 

feast for his son* readily suggestive of the messianic 

hope\1j0‘ the Jew. The two classes of people most in Ht’s 

mind are helleving and non-helievlng Jews, while Iik thinks 
• i

more of Jews and Gentiles.'’ And quite generally the

truth brought out in Lk*s parables is of wider and less 

national e^ipllcatlon.' ^1
3.-' It follows naturally from the Jewish adaptation of Ktb

I 
parables that thW eschatalogleal note is strong;' In Lk 

the’^wo ffOundations” has reference to the distinction 

between doing and not doing solely>i8h.ereas in St the 

parable has a very distinct eschacfcaloglcal coloring^ as
» 

appears from the context, The basis for this inference 

is broader than the grounds here given/ That basis will 

be seen in some of the parables that remain to be trieated/ 
i

■ 4/a fourth inference and one In line particularly with

the last two is that there is in Itt’s parables a very 
I

strong note of severity;' Hot that this is entirely

laicking in Lk but that it is emphasized in St



In the parable of thS^Lost Sheep” Lk thinks of the exaction 
I J

with which God regards the sinnerGod loses the sinner.'*

Bat Kt on the other hand having in mind the xre^onsihility 

of the Jewish sinner speaks of him as a strayed sheep.

The guests in ”The Kessianic ^east** who are the Jews> are 

10

repreeenteCi as heating and killing their host's servants;

in Lk they only present flimsy excuses/ Take again the 
I

"Two foundations"/ The severity of Mt is apparent from

Lk *
when a flood arose^ the 
streak brake against that 
house*

the rain descended* and 
the floods came* and the 
winds blew* and ssiote 
upon that house*

These inferences* it

the parables in Kt which have parallels in. ,
i i

hht not in Kk/ Those parMbles, whidh Kt- has in I- . :•

oossnon with both Sk and Lk* while they do not confirm

our inferences yet do not contradict thexa/ It would seem 

the following canparlsont*

Kt

the rain descended* floods 
came and the winds blew*' 
and beat upon that house /
I i I i t II

against which the stream 
brake and straightway it fell f 
in/

will be noticed*are based on

that the more coxomon the material* the less do Kat the an 

features appear The parables referred to are:- /
I

Pase in HickSS The Children of The Bride Chamber/
I

The Kew Patch On The Worn Gament
j

The Kew Wine in The Old'Skins.’
Kt 9:14-17.^ Mk 2:18-22/ Lk SxSS-SG.'t



u

Ik

55 The Sower or The'Soils'? Kt‘I3Jt*255 ’ 
Kk 4«I-9:’'iac 8:4-3. ‘

59 The Kxetard Seed Kt 13:31-32 ODt 4:30-*32:<
• Lsa5ti8-i9r

122 The Wicked BishonMen Kt 22:33^41; <
Ek I2n-2: Ilk 20:9-29;''' '

139 The Tig Tree Kt 24:32^ncl3:28-29;isc2l^29»3I ■'

The p8rahle8»hoireTer> pecuXlar to Kt fuimieh ue with

evidence strongly confirmatory of our Inferences/'They ares >
I

38 The Toires Kt 13 24-30.'
>

6Z The Sid Treasure.^ Kt Z3;44

61 The Pearl Of Great Price / Kt 23:45-46^
/

62 The Xh-tg Ket St 23 £47.'’'
99'’ The Uhmerqi-fhl Servant' Kt'I8i23*35. 1\ I!209 The Laborers in the Vinyard Kt SOrl-lS.**

I J
229 The Two Sons Kt 22:26-31^

X43 The Ten Virgins Kt 25 :2-23;’

248 The Judgment or The Sheep andiThe Goats 
Kt 25 J si-ie:#

Only two of these peculiair parables lack the note of 

severity, nsnely*The Hid Treasureand th©®Pearl of Great
I

Trice*The idea of a judgment comes out in all th© others;'

The eschatalogical idea is found in at least 4 of them,"'

We have to confess that the Jewish nation is not foremost 

if at all present in these parables. Th© evangelist does ■ 

not harve in mind the division of the Jews into 'hellevers

and non-believers; nor does he think of the Jews and

Gentiles as the contrasted classes. The Church has the

main place. These might be called parables of the Churchy >



with a few exceptions. The division in Mt’s mind in them 

is hetwoen the true and untrtxe followers of Christ, 

Perhaps this ought to he added to Our list of inferences *
about the parables in Mt: - Mt gives more prominence than 

any other evangelist to the society of Christians^ or 
I

more simply, the Church^ It need hardly he added that 

it is not ecclesiastically but spiritually that the Church
I 

is thought of.

The parables omitted by Mt have some hearing on our 

subject. We would like to know certainly whether Mt had 

before him when he- wrote any of the parables peculiar to - # 
Lk and so whether he deliberately omitted thes^. Why did 

not Mt preserve for uB”The Prodigal Son","The Rich Man and 

Laizarus","The Pharisee and The Publican",."The Good Samari­

tan"? We do not -know. If he knew of th^, then we may 

Judge that they were not exactly suited to his purpose.

Though they have some severity in them, they are predomi­

nantly parables of coi^passion. If Mt did not know them,' 

then we have to ask why all those peculiar to Lk should 

■be marked by the spirit of mercy and those peculiair to Mt 

marked by the spirit of severity. It seems incredible 

that Mt and Lk should Just happen to be familiar witl^ 

parables in Just this way;- Can we not say that there is 

selection here? It looks very much as though there was 

a fund of parables from which Kt and Lk selected such as



vere in harmony isrith their prevailing spirit. If this Is 

so, ve have still further evidence on the point of Mt’s 
t 

individuality.

The discussion noisr brings u^ to the crucial question: 

Are these peculiarities In the parables found in Mt to be 

traced wholly to the evangelist or do they represent a 

true aspect of the teaching of Jesus? 2&ist we discount 

these parables to get the truth as It csme from Jesus' lips? 

or are we to take them at their face valued Reference to 

the other gospels helps to solve the problem;' When we 

study Mk and Lk,we see thact they do not eohtrdlct Mt in 
J

every case. We find In them(it may sound paradoxical)

Mt*8 peculiarities;' Mt does not have an exclusive claim 
1 I

to the truths so prominent in his parables. Mt's peculi­
arity lies not sc^ch in his meaning as In his emphasis. 

In & rough w© may Illustrate th® dlffemce between

Mt, Mk and Lk by reference to musical Interpretation.
(

Let three pianists take the same musical composition.'

Each one renders it in a different way. Each one makes 

you hear something more distinctly or differently than 

does either of his fellows. Yet the musical composition 

has but one composer. Each onec .pf thetplayers may,true 

as far as he goes.'' Ko player may bring out all there 

Is In the piece, but we are thankful for the different J 
interpretations: we thereby gain greater iilsight into th©



value of the composition. This, I sacr* in a general va^ 

illustrates th© difference "between Mt's par^fljollc teaching
I

and that of th© others; I need not go into details;

everyone fenows that there are national, severe, eschata> 

logical and discipleship parfifibl©^ and parts of para'bles in 

the other two gospels/ The thing to rememher’ is that
*

neither of the other two evangelists gives th© same emph- 
( 

sis to these things as does our Tirst Evangelist/'

C The practical conclusion from this whole matter

for the everyday Christian and for the Christian teacher
I

is very plain. It has reference not only to the parables 

"but in fact to all connected with the life and teaching
' I
of Christ, Discover the individuality of the gospel writer 

see that that individuality does not in the large detract 
from the fidelity of his report "buljismphaslzes an aspect thai 

^ight otherwise escape youv attention. Remember too that 

you get only a limited though true view of Jesus’ thought
J

from each evangelist. When you ar§ reading Mt, you must 

never forget that you are reading Kt and that only as. you 

consider the other evangelists in the same manner will you
J •

approximate to a complete view of our Lord* Each is "but

a "broken light.'* Christ is more than each, indeed mpre

than all together. In applying these general thoughts to 

the parables in Mt you will learn and will in your study 

need always to "bear in mind the five facts which this paper 

has endeavored to make clear:-



We have not in eveiry case an exact verhatim report;* 
I

2".'’ The parables in Mt ar© adapted, primarily to Jewish 

readers,
J

3, The eschatalogical note Is prominent.
/

4, Many of them are exceedingly Mever© in tone.
I

5, A number of them relate to the church ph its spiritual
I «

side.

When these facts are clearly apprehended and applied, you 

will see that in the parables Mt makes a decided and dis­

tinctive contribution to our knowledge and love of him who 

is our guide in all spiritual things.

I 0^ / 0


